Assessing the impact of streetscape on residential property in lower to middle socio-economic areas by Eves, Chris
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
QUT Digital Repository:  
http://eprints.qut.edu.au/ 
 
Eves, Chris (2009) Assessing the impact of streetscape on residential property in 
lower to middle socio-economic areas. In: 16th Annual European Real Estate 
Society Conference, 24-27 June 2009, Royal Institute of Technology, Stockholm. 
(Unpublished) 
           
© Copyright 2009 Please consult the author. 
1 
 
16th Annual European Real Estate Society Conference, Stockholm 
Sweden, 24-27 June 2009 
 
Assessing the impact of streetscape on residential property in lower 
to middle socio-economic areas 
 
Professor Chris Eves,  
Queensland University of Technology 
P.O Box 84, Lincoln 7647 
New Zealand 
Phone: 61 7 31381181 
Fax:  61 7 31381700 
Email:  chris.eves@qut.edu.au 
 
Key words 
 
Residential property, housing markets, house prices, property values. 
 
Abstract 
A number of factors have been shown to influence residential property prices in 
various locations. Studies have identified the importance of location in relation to 
services, transport and proximity to negative factors such as power lines and cell 
phone towers.  
 
Often the socio-economic status of a residential precinct can determine the overall 
quality and nature of the streetscapes in that area, with higher value suburbs or 
locations offering a better visual appearance compared to areas where these factors 
are not present. 
 
However, does the same value for a good streetscape apply in lower socio-economic 
areas or a buyers more motivated by less aesthetic factors such as size of the house, 
construction materials or land size. 
 
This paper analyses specific streets in a lower to middle socio-economic suburb of 
Christchurch New Zealand to determine if the location of a house in a street with 
good streetscape appeal has greater value, investment performance and saleability 
compared to adjoining streets with less aesthetic appeal. 
 
Introduction 
 
The importance of location in relation to residential property values has been a well 
researched and written area of property valuation and market studies across the world. 
Every valuation test or real estate publication lists the importance of location in 
respect top property value (Murray, 1972; Davies and Wills 2003; Rost and Collins, 
1968; Whipple 1996, Fischer 2001). 
 
2 
 
The ranking of cities and suburbs based on price and value, especially in the current 
electronic information era, has been a popular vehicle for media outlets, property 
commentators and government departments. This commentary and analysis has often 
been focussed on comparison of areas from low to high value locations, with limited 
differentiation between values within these specific locations. 
 
More detailed analysis of residential property markets from a locational perspective 
have tended to differentiate these markets based on issues such as views, proximity to 
transport and distance form stigma factors. 
 
However, the majority of residential areas do not have substantial views or access to 
high valued attributes such as waterfronts, beaches and parks, particularly in lower to 
lower middle class residential property areas. In such areas the housing markets tend 
to be very homogeneous in respect to dwelling size, age, construction and condition.  
 
In the majority of these areas the only distinguishing factor between these houses is 
the actual streetscape, with all other locational factors, including distance to transport, 
services and recreational facilities being very similar.  
 
In such residential property markets, where price is a major factor in the purchase 
decision, does the actual street appeal have an influence in the buyer perception of 
value and worth? 
 
Value, location and views 
 
There have been numerous studies of the factors that determine value in residential 
property markets. A common result in these studies is the fact that people will pay 
more for a view (Yu and Hian, 2005; Darling, 1973; Plattner and Campbell, 1978; 
Rodriguez and Sirmans, 1994; Benson, et al, 1998; Bond, Seiler and Seiler, 2002; 
Wolverton,1997; Bourassa et al, 2004,) and that values will fall as the extent of the 
view decreases. These studies have tended to focus on specific views such as ocean 
fronts, harbours, rivers, lakes and mountains. 
 
A study by Eves and Adair (2005) found that the closer the proximity of residential 
property to waterfronts in higher value residential areas, the higher the price and 
overall capital return. 
 
Alternate studies in relation to environmental factors, stigma and real estate by Gillard 
(1981); Farber (1997); Chan (2003a; 2003b), and Bond(2007) also found that as 
residential property is located further away from negative impacts such as land 
contamination, high voltage electricity lines and mobile phone towers, the greater the 
value of the property compared to affected properties. This price differential also 
applied in residential property markets for natural hazards such as floods, bushfires 
and earthquakes (Eves, 2004a; Eves 2004b; Lamond et al, 2007) 
 
In higher density residential areas studies have found that the closer the residential 
property is to open spaces, recreation facilities and transport, the higher the values for 
those properties, across all residential property markets (Espey and Owusu-Edusei, 
2001; So et al, 1997; Chau and Ng 1998). 
 
3 
 
Several studies in the US have determined that residential property with views of 
good, well managed forests will attract a higher price compared to similar residential 
property overlooking poorly managed forests (Thompson et al, 1999). 
 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
Even within high value residential property markets, the better the view, location and 
proximity to desirable services, the higher the price for that property. This study has 
been undertaken to determine if these principles are just as applicable for lower socio-
economic property markets, as they are to higher value residential property markets.  
 
The study will also determine if even small differences such as the streetscape and 
street outlook will impact on residential property values in these lower value property 
markets 
 
Study area 
 
A lower middle class suburb of Christchurch, New Zealand was chosen as the study 
area for the following reasons: 
 
• The suburb is bordered by four main roads 
• The housing age is very similar across the suburb, having been developed in 
the 1920s, more recent development includes cross lease buildings from the 
1980s and some more recent medium density development in the period from 
2003-2008. 
• The style, construction and size of the dwellings is very uniform across the 
study area 
• Distance to the CBD, access to transport and services is very similar 
regardless of actual street location 
• Recreation facilities are well distributed throughout the study area, with no 
one area being better serviced than another.  
• School quality and access is also similar in the study area. 
 
There are two main differences between the housing sectors in this study location. 
The first is those houses that are located on the four main roads bounding the area and 
the other main differences between the housing markets in this particular area is that a 
number of the streets have a better streetscape due to the established trees in these 
streets, compared to adjoining streets that have no significant tree plantings.  
 
Another point in relation to the study area is that the tree lined streets are not clustered 
in a particular area of this study location, but are actually interspersed among the less 
attractive street scapes and within the four main road locations. 
 
The study area was physically inspected to identify all the streets that were considered 
to have a good streetscape based on the type, age and maintenance of the trees lining 
the streets. These streets were then compared to the adjoining streets that were 
basically bare of any street trees. In all cases these streets had similar widths, 
streetlights, all had footpaths and curb and guttering. Identical services were available 
to all streets 
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Data 
 
All sales transactions for the main roads, poor streetscape streets and good streetscape 
streets were collected for the period 1992 to 2008. The data was extracted from the 
Real Estate Institute of New Zealand residential sales database. The information 
contained in this database allowed the following comparisons to be made in relation 
to the streets in the study areas: 
 
• Total residential property  sales per study classicisation 
• Annual price movement (average and median) 
• Days to sell (listing data and unconditional contract) 
• Price difference between the listing price and actual sale price (not available 
for residential property that was sold by auction) 
• Sale type percentages 
• Average annual capital returns 
• Investment risk 
• Return and price correlation between the three distinct markets in the study 
area. 
 
Table 1 
 
 Main Road Poor streetscape Good streetscape 
Total Sales 334 253 280 
Private treaty 262 185 197 
Auction 72 68 83 
Auction % 22.9 28.9 30.2 
 
From Table 1, it can be seen that the number of sales over the study period for both 
the streets with good and poor streetscapes were relatively similar. Although only four 
streets were analysed for the main road frontages, the overall number of houses in 
these streets was in excess of the house numbers in the other selected streets in the 
study. 
 
This table also shows that the predominant method of sale was private treaty, with the 
highest percentage of auction sales occurring in the locations with good streetscape. 
 
However, of particular note is that there were no auction sales for any of the study 
streets in the period 1992 to 1999, with residential property sales by auction only been 
a feature of sales in this location from 2000.  
 
Limitations 
 
The availability of sales data limited the study to the period 1993 to 2008, a greater 
time period would have provided a greater insight into these particular markets. 
 
Only the private treaty sales provided an initial listing price, all properties sold by 
auction only provided the date actual auction price or sale price negotiated after 
auction. In some years the high proportion of auction sales distorts the price 
difference between the asking and final sale prices for the private treaty sales. 
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In several years (1995,02000,2001) the volume of sales across all the study sectors 
was very low (less than half of all other years in the study) and this may have 
distorted the results for those years; however, the low sales volume occurred across all 
sectors. 
 
RESULTS 
 
Tables 2 shows a summary of the main sale factors for the three street classifications 
on an average annual basis. This table shows the average annual difference between 
the listed asking price for the residential houses and the final sale price. From the 
table it can be seen that houses with good streetscapes had an average difference in 
the listing and sale price of $5936. The differences for houses in with poor streetscape 
and on main roads had a relatively smaller price difference from listing to sale on 
$4,105 and $4360 respectively  
 
Table 2: Average Annual Data: All Sectors: 1993-2008 
 
 Main Street Poor Streetscape Good Streetscape 
Price difference  -4360 -4105 -5936
Days to Sell 65.2 53.4 58.4
Property sales 18.5 13.8 16.2
Auction  4.2 4.0 4.9
Private treaty  14.3 9.8 11.3
 
In relation to the average time it has taken to sell houses in the three street 
classifications, houses in the poor streetscape areas actually sold 5 days quicker than 
houses in the good streetscape locations and slightly over 11 days quicker than houses 
located on the main roads. From these results, it indicates that price is more of a 
determinant of sale period rather than the actual location of the property in a street 
with more appeal. This is evidenced by the longer period to sell on average and the 
greater difference in price from listing to actual sale price. The other consideration is 
that perhaps vendors in less attractive streets are more price aware and reflect this 
negative aspect in the asking price decision. The longer selling period for houses on 
main road locations  
 
Figure 1 shows the breakdown of the sales for all the three classifications. This figure 
highlights the annual price difference between the asking price of houses and the final 
selling price for each of the streetscape classifications. Although Table 2 shows a 
relatively small range in price differences across the full period, this figure shows the 
considerable differences on a year to year basis. During the period 1992 to 1994 the 
variation due to streetscape was not as pronounced as later periods, especially from 
2000 to 2006. This period saw significant house price increases in all housing 
categories and during this period the difference between the listing prices and sale 
prices was also the most volatile for houses in poor (from $10,000 less to $600 more) 
and good ($5,200 more than the listing price to $27,000 less than the listing price) 
streetscape areas. However, during this same period, the difference between the listing 
and sale prices for houses on main roads was relatively stable ranging from $5,000 to 
$9,000 less. In both 2002 and 2004, the average sale price in the good streetscape 
areas was actually higher than the listing price. These results again indicate that 
vendors in the good streetscape areas tended to place a higher worth on their 
6 
 
properties for all but the boom selling years. During the boom periods the market 
tended to place a higher worth on a good streetscape. There were no years in the study 
period, where the actual average sale price for houses on main roads actually 
exceeded the average listing price. 
 
Figure 1: Price Difference; Listing and Selling Price 
 
 
 
Figure 2 provides details of the average days to sell a property in the three streetscape 
classifications for all years of the study period. Although it would be expected that 
houses in the poorer streetscapes and main road locations, this has not always been 
the case in this Christchurch property market 
 
Figure 2: Average Days to Sell 
 
 
 
This Figure shows that in slow markets, such as the period from 1996 to 2000, the 
main road properties took on average 74 to 117 days to sell. During the same period 
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houses in streets with good streetscapes tended to take longer to sell than houses in 
streets with poor streetscapes. However, during the rapid market price increases in the 
Christchurch residential market from 2001 and 2006, houses in the good streetscape 
locations took less days on average to sell than the other streetscapes. It is also noted 
that when the market corrected with significant downturns in 2008, houses in the 
better presented streets took an average of 34 days longer to sell than house4s in 
poorly presented streets and 16 days longer than houses in main road locations 
 
Figure 3: Comparison of Days to Sell and Price Variation 
 
 
 
Figure 3 shows the correlation between the average listing price, average selling price 
and days to sell for the combined three housing markets over the study period. This 
figure confirms the impact of rising and declining markets in respect to f both final 
sales and actual time to sell a property. The increase in time to sell is more 
pronounced in a depressed market, as indicated for the period from 1995 to 1999. 
During the period of 2000 to 2007, although the number of days to sell residential 
property decreased, the extent of these falls was not as rapid as the increase in the 
slow property markets. The immediate impact of the global recession of 2008 is also 
shown by both the significant falls in both listing and sales prices and the significant 
annual increase in average days to sell from 41 to 62 days. 
 
The relative performance of the specific residential property markets based on overall 
streetscape can also be seen in respect to the actual sale method adopted throughout 
the study period. Figure 4 represents the percentage of auction sales for each of the 
housing classifications. This figure shows that from 1992 through to 1995 no houses 
in the study area were sold by auction. In 1996 and 1997 there were a small 
percentage of houses sold by way of auction (19% for main street house in 1996; 10% 
for main street houses in 1997 and 4% for poor streetscape house in 1997). 
 
However, as the residential property market in Christchurch improved up to 2000, and 
then experienced a boom period through to the peak in December 2007 (Eves, 2008), 
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the number of houses sold by auction increased significantly, especially for houses 
with good streetscapes. 
 
Figure 4: Auction Sale Percentage 
 
 
 
In 2001, 2003 to 2005 and 2007 the percentage of house sales in these good 
streetscape locations ranged from 50% to 78% (2003) of all sales. In 2006, 69% of all 
house sales in the poor streetscape locations were by auction. During this same 
period, although the percentage of auction sales for houses on main roads also 
increased but not to the same extent as the poor and good streetscape locations.  
 
Figure 5: Median House Price: 1992-2008 
 
 
 
The median house prices for the three streetscape classifications are shown in Figure 
5. This figure shows that over the period 1992-2008, the median price for houses in 
good streetscape locations was higher then main road and poor streetscape locations. 
However, the trend in prices was relatively consistent for all three classifications. 
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Table 3: Capital Returns and Risk Adjusted Performance: 1992-2008. 
 
 
Return 
Last 12 
Months 
(%) 
Return 
Last 3 
Years 
(%) 
Return 
Last Five 
Years 
(%) 
Return 
Last 10 
Years 
(%) 
Average 
Annual 
Return 
(%) 
Average 
Annual 
Risk (%)  
Risk 
Return 
Ratio 
(%) 
Poor 
Streetscape -12.00 11.36 15.07 13.64 7.75 11.24 1.45
Main Road -9.12 11.21 19.56 15.23 7.56 12.35 1.63
Good 
Streetscape -11.15 15.67 13.54 13.42 9.11 11.78 1.29
 
Both Table 3 and Figure 6 show the capital return performance of houses in these 
specific locations and street appeal factors. This breakdown of capital return 
performance has shown that over the period 1992 to 2008 the capital return for 
residential housing in the subject area did not vary significantly for houses in the poor 
streetscape location or the main road frontages (7.75% and 7.56% respectively) but 
the average annual return from hoses in good streetscape location was significantly 
higher at 9.11%. Not only did these residential properties have a greater capital return 
but also a similar volatility to housing in the poor streetscapes, and a lower volatility 
compared to houses on main road locations.  
 
Figure 6: Capital Return Index: 1992-2008 
 
 
 
However, on a sub-period analysis the average annual capital return for houses on 
main roads has higher than the other two streetscape classifications at 19.56% for the 
last 5 years and 15.23% over the last ten years. For the good streetscape and poor 
streetscape classifications the returns over these sub periods were 13.54% and 15.07% 
respectively for the last five years and 13.42% and 13.64% respectively for the last 
ten year period. This suggests that the capital growth for houses on main road 
locations and poor streetscape areas increases at a greater rate in boom periods but 
also have more significant price drops or lower price increases in declining or slow 
property markets. Although good streetscape property showed the highest average 
annual capital return over the period, the volatility for this property class was actually 
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less than main road properties and only slightly higher than poor streetscape houses at 
11.78% and 11.24% respectively. On a risk/return basis the houses in the good 
streetscape locations outperformed the other two streetscape classifications with a 
ratio of 1.29 compared to 1.45 for poor streetscape houses and 1.63 for houses on 
main roads  
  
On a capital return performance index basis, Figure 6 shows that average house in the 
good streetscape areas have outperformed both the main road frontage properties and 
the houses in the poor streetscape areas. This figure also shows that on a capital return 
basis property situated on main roads has been underperforming compared to the 
other two classifications. 
 
Table 4: Correlation Matrix: Streetscape: 1992-2008 
 
 
  Poor Streetscape Main Road Good Streetscape 
Poor Streetscape 1.00   
Main Road *0.65 1.00  
Good Streetscape *0.65 0.52 1.00
*Significant at the 5% Level 
 
The correlation matrix in table 4 shows that there is a significant positive correlation 
between the annual capital returns for poor streetscape and main road frontage (r = 
0.65, poor streetscape and good streetscape (r = 0.65) but the correlation between 
good streetscape and main road frontage was positive but not significant. 
 
Conclusions 
 
This study confirms that regardless of the overall socio-economic status of a 
residential market, buyers in low value housing markets have similar perspectives in 
relation to aspects of value, as buyers in the higher value housing markets. 
 
If all other purchase criteria are equal, such as age of the house, size, construction and 
location and there are no external features such as views of parks, water, mountains or 
rural landscapes, then simple factors such as tree plantings in a street can have a 
significant impact on house prices. 
 
In poorer socio-economic areas houses in streets with a good street appeal based on 
tree plantings will sell for a higher price on average and also show a higher average 
annual capital return at a lower level of risk compared to all other houses in the same 
location. 
 
The study also shows that in a period of rapidly increasing house prices houses in 
locations of good streetscape will sell quicker than other houses in the same location 
in a boom market but at a slower rate ion a declining market. The price expectation of 
sellers in the better streets are higher than those ion main roads or in streets with poor 
streetscape evidenced by the higher price differentials on average from the listing 
price and the final selling price. 
 
The significant differences in the price of houses in one street compared to the next 
adjoining street simply because of street appearance has to be factored into any sales 
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analysis or property valuation, even if this is being carried out in very low value 
housing markets. 
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